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. Introduction * : : P
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. This paper presen%s an analysis’of more than 50 reports of educational
needs or educational goals obtained by the‘AypaLaEkia Educational/Zéboratory )

during a 1977 needs assessmept activity. Whegltﬁe reports;uere analyzed to .,

¢ . N “

) LA .o ) .
determine ¢ommonality of identified needs or goals, the purpose for which

+

they werf originally obtained, staff was intrigued by the variety of tech-

s €

niques used to obtain and report the data. Therefore, as a separate activity,
/ - ‘ .

the authors have reviewed the documents with thé notion of identifying relation-

ships between the variety of research methodologies used and other characteristics
. v ¥ .

- Y t

of the reports. /fhe results of that rev1ew are reported here.

. - ; - . o
- 3 Background
A} 4 [ »

. { N N v §

/ Staff of AEL has been éeriodically surveying the needs'of the Appalachian

<C\feglon through one means or another s1nFe the 1nceptlon\of the Laboratory in
' \/ N EERY

1966. For example, interviews were co ducted 1n 1967, a, questlonnalre was

o = ’

0

. diStributed in 1971, a c6nvérgence te hnique was used in 1973, and the axpert

.\ - . o [ ® / \
opinions of Chief State School Offlc rs of the member state Reglon were ¢
‘ M (. ¢ . o b 4 - '
‘solicited in 1976. - N C:: T '

-, . ¢ [N . *

S . ‘ LR

In late 1976, while preparing/ the AEL Plan for 1978-82, staff decided to
il ¥ 8, e . ' .

¢

.o collec; documents rebqrting needsxstudies and goai stateqeu;s from a variety
. . . , . . . . .
of sources. Letters were sent t/ selected personnel in-each of 14 Mideaster?)
. / - . ' .
and Southeastern states. The rg quest was for studles WQ}Oh m&ght represent "'A '7
the educational needs of the s étes, sucﬂ'zs ESEA Tltle I.needs studlii A

0 .

. ¢ - 1 M N
’ . ® L8 * ]

vocational educat;on studies,‘or other_s;mil r reports. gesearch Triangle

‘Institute (RTI), éouthern Rqudﬁal Education Bqard (SREB) ,, and Educational ' v

1

Testing SerV1ce (ETS) wefé\- so asked to send reports.' Appendlx A contalns a , vl

copy of the 1etter and the [list of states.-" ,‘, - s

4;— ’ . * L 1 . Y °
. . . . . . b R . N .
\)‘ . \ * . > °” ' ? . v
. . . \ Iy Coa
ERIC o 4 - SRR
- L .
.
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The Laboratory's purpose’ for requesting the studies was to analyze them |
. 3 o e E \ . P . . L
. il . o, . .. : . . "o |
|

. s b Iy . : . o 2
to determine commonalities of.regional/needs. The resulting agaly§1S'(M11es
, ‘¢ et . > 5, A

/ . 5 -
r . 4 ~— .«"~ L '»?. :s *
. ’ and Bertram, 1977) provided AEL w'éh a starting point for informed discussion
<. ’ rélevant tozthe Laboratory s long*range 1n$t1tutlonal planning. s Most of the ’ '

L ( e
, > o ‘ “y‘

state education departments And the organlzatlons returned one or mbre docu- ) ’
. . ?‘ . ' .

- \ .
ments. The reports recelved were representatlve of numerous levels of detall '

(r These 1ncluded, for example, a budget document for a 'state board of educatlon,

.t

y y N . * . .
a comprehensive multi-faceted survey of the educatlonal needs of the state, ‘

l
Sy

¢ - oy @ N
a five-page statement of educatlonal goals, and r ﬁorﬁs of stdales us1ng the

. g -
National ‘Assessment of Educational Progress. = ?

As the analysis of needs progressed, Laboratory staff became impressed 7
with the variance of methodologles and reportlng styles used w1th the studies,.

e e a
\ " N .

TR

Some were highl sophisticated, using probability sampling and advanced A "
.. - . . 'l

instrument construction techniques; others were reviews of local assessments, |

S . /h\"‘ - : '\ Pl 3

“hich were combined into a narrative statement of that state s. educational ,

’ ‘ \7 - ' ' \
" ‘needs. . , \\ ) ) . X
. \ ., ! \\n“
N \ . 3
ST " Purpose ' : -

. i | . ) ) ‘ Ny

Beyond the immediate intention of determining relationships between |, )

) ) . | .[ ) 3

4 . methodologies and other report characteristics,_there are other reasons f£

.
. . .

. examining the studies. Personnel who perform needs ségsing acti

:lthe state and local levels ceuld benefit from an awareness of ‘the method-,‘ .
’ ‘ .

ologies used by their ¢olleagues. The analysis described here ma& indicate

.
\ . .
N3 M o N foe : 4 ‘(J'_ ¢ - $

’ that certain methodologies help attain some purposes better éh others. *
N ! o

The results of this current activity also may serve as a stdrting point for
r L ' - ’ ! S
+  tracing how educational decisions get made, how data are @r’are not used to
-~ 1 R

- support those dec1S1ons, and how those dec1s10ns m1ght or mlght dot be ims , 7

L]
. , .

4 , . -
v proved through more acceptance of data-based reasonlhg dh -t . N “

. ) s

Q . + '
ERIC.
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" ‘o T ' ‘Methodology *
T T L I ' ‘
. Lo 'T?e sa@plg consist?d of 57 documents supplied by (a$ state education .

] ~ ER ‘ . . i , .
ageﬂgfés{.(b) RTI, SREB, and ETS; and () educational laboratories, including

-
. . Yo

*+ AEL, Needs asséssmeté?xepofts prepared by_otﬁer regional educational labora-

Ce 2l

- ., - .tories are regularly sent to AEL. These 57 reports are indexed in thé '

. . . e J ’
034 he . -~ . -

R bibl}ograph§. \\ ' . ) . &

e . ‘ '
© . -~, Analysis .

. " The reports were reviewed to determine suitable categorigg for’compari-

' E@ son. The categories were applied to 15 reports and were then revised,into-f

. ¢ v .

the form included as Appendix B. Each report was analyzéd using thf%’form.

-

. . » . .
d The form %pcludedrtwo broad categories for comparing the reports. One,

Y - .
called "classification of study," indicated who conducted the study, i;s

. t . ’ ‘ t.
., style of reporting, and its intended audience, through the subcategories: 24

agency condurting the study, division which prepared the study, purpose;

. ‘ .
and intended user of information. The s?cond broad category,

, "assessment ﬁiocedhieé‘used in study," identified-the method used te collect

length, coverage,

// . \thé‘aata. The subgategories included: testing procedures, survey techniéues,

.

i T N
manpower aﬂ%lysis, analysis of existing data, ‘review of existing reports, and
1‘; \‘ ‘. . . - . ’

., e muiltiple studies. A study could be placed in more than one of the first set

-

- *

: of clasézfication categories, but only one primary assessment procedufe was
' . o\ . ‘P . R

‘ " selected \in order to simplify the comparison. . .

e :

-

. . ’ .
° . N . '» 3 )

. ~ The reports were independently réﬁéd by two AEL staff members, one an
P R : .‘l - ‘ 1] ‘( " . : R ’
a experienced researcher and thg other & colmunications specialist. Completé 2
. R - - * ~ * . * ° ’
? Y b . . : * . Lt
agreement between the two researchers was found on 87.3 percent pf the cate-

3 Lad . ’ ‘-' ,
AN gories in‘the 57 forms. There were no 'differences in rating on 24 forms.
; .2 ) . -
. , P - .. . N

. %é;mples'of°é{f£erences Qefe.thét usually .one ‘team member felt'an,additional

+

04

T purpose was served, or¥, at times,. they agreed tggt neither had initially y

. . S S . :
. QO . (‘ . e L

" ERIC S S N SRS

JEERT .t e, ' R T . T e

s - . . ! - 5
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S

‘ v NN .
checked the appropriate response. Differences in rating were examined and

discussed until consensus could be reached.

LAERY
.

- /
N . LA . . .
A matrix was prepared with assessment ‘procedures on the horizgntal axis

N\, - . e . . v A . :
and the classification of reports on the vertical axis. Tallies were entered

according‘to the data on(the‘consensuai rating form. The matrix served as

the basis .for making generalizations. -~ . )
. / Z . : ) N ,,\‘ [ 4
! - .

R

,"office which'prepared the study" and selected methodologies."

reports.

Exp]éﬁation of Categories, ’ _ . SR .

P
-

The categorles into which the reports were placed were somewhaé arbltrary.

Assignment to.the categories was entirely judgmental; however, thereﬁ%as sub-
¢ 3 v e

~ ~ . .t .
stantial agreement between tpe two researchers &ao reviewed them indepquently.

Following is a descriptipn of the specific cat&jories of ‘thefrating: form, .

included as Appendix B. These categories were chsoen after ,a prelimlna§¥
) )

% s

. - ."*s\ .
review of the documents. Co . ..

/‘ . ’ ’\.,)

"Agency conducting the study" was identifiéﬁ either as federal, regioﬁal;
. . , Y
SEA, private or state edycation association. The "federal" designation was

- N "

used ﬁpr the National Assessment of Educational Progress, while a private

. ’ ’ \
agency referred to a private corporation, such as §E§,— Regional Educational

Laboratories were classified as regional faggzr than private, since they .

Qv s -

serve a designated humber of states. ° ) ’

’

The researdhers thought that there might be a relatlonsh;p bi ween the

. .
. -

Many SEA’
4] N ’

reports were prepared by research, planning,” and/or evaluation bhreaus or

.
. -~ 3

Some were prepared by the communications or public 1nformatlon
: . ° . N N . ' )
divisions. A third subcategory was prdgrammatic divis1on, such as curriculum

divisions. .

or federal programs. Some reports were prepared byathe administrative division.

A variety of subcategories was identified as possible purposes £ the
P . © ‘ . ’ . - .
Some were obviously designed to mold opinioﬁs, others to le

,&




. . ¢ [~ " ‘
. T ' 5
4 ’ -
’- b M '

existing opinions. Some studies seemed to be desigpned to verify or certify
4 ' . o=
,that pre-determined needs did exist, while others were designed to determine

[
N .

/, the present status of a topic, such as educationgi attainment. Some were

F)

. éesigned to collect data so that one program or curriculum could be selected
N > )

og given emphasis over another, and several were aesfqned to support formal
§ o . W } ¢

proposals, usually for federal funds. Of course, many studies served more than *

one purpose. The one category for which thére was considerable certainty was
- i v .
"number of pages"-—they were counted.: ~ ’ ¢

S

There were three categories of "coy€rage"--geographical, content, and age

«?

> . 4
- . - _’ N ‘

. ) ., of referent. As for geographical, thé studies were designed to determine
M [ 3

. r

either local, state, regional, or national educational problemsﬂ In some cases,,

.
. . ‘ ~ N

studies conducted locally were compared with national norms. '"Cbntent" was

broken intol three sub-classifications: qubject area, educational rescurces,
. . ¢ N

»
ad —~

- -~
and open, Studies of administrative structure.were classified under educa-

. 4
tional resourtes. For example, a stud& of desegregatioh procedures and resulting

needs was placed in this category. 'The subcategory “opgh" was used to indicate
-~ ’ . B S0
studies or reports for which there Was no apparent limit placed on the area

. L4

. of focus. , . .
* : \\) . / ' B
The third type of"fverage, age of referent, was determined by the age or
- \ ’ ) ’ e ° l
) ) )rérade level which was the ‘focus of the study. Subcategories were preschool,
) 4 - ) ' / Mg o : . ¢
elementary, secondary, adult, and ‘open.

. L4

The fihai classification category, which incidentally turned out to be
. quite subjective, was "inteﬂdgd user of information.” Some reports were

apparently intenied for the Meneral public, some for professional educators as v

X . .
. -

a group, and some exclusively for SEA éersonnel. One Jr two were prebared fof.
a board of educatibn, or e.fedéral government. Those prepared by Regiqnal‘

\\" - Edupational Laboratpfies were for their ﬁéeﬂ ‘Many apparently were intended
' ‘ - .‘ ) i
, .for more than -one audienge. .

4 ) ~ . R N -

e

- . . , 8 e
o ry -
: v . - 4 / .
N ’ ‘ o . - . :

o 7 . ' S . g , Q ’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
o

k|

. JQQQ‘igcond page of the rating form was used to categorize the primary

R “o

assessment pfé_edure used in the study. For those wﬁich employed testing,

3
vy «

some used standardized sggts,and others useq curriculum specific, objective-

referenced, or criterion-referenced tests. As an example of the latter,

4 ’

.

geveral statles' used items from the National Assessment of Equfational Progress .
En.order tq\}dentify séate ‘or }oca; needsff . / -
. . ' ““
Some .assessments were based on completion of standard\férms, such as those
\ . N ;
which report the number of Title Iichildren.served. Otﬁer studies employed
~qu;stioﬂnaiges of vary}ng levels of sophisticatioQ: Several questionnaires

included a Likert scale, and some were based on systematically‘selected samples.
‘A few of the reports were based either on inter@iew\datafor on the results

. g _ ]
*of a public opinion poll. One report was based on a, sequence of what best.can

-

be described as "town m€étf§gs," where the public was invited ép& educational

.

)
.

issues were discussed.

Y

. . ‘ .
A few stu%}égﬂagéd some vdriation of a Delphi techzique, where the respon-

information from other

~ .
\l
W, -

dents' subsequent xeplies were based on the influence o
respondents. Some uséd a convergence techriique, or a process of group determi-

' ’ ' . .
nation of a need through panel participation, Some studies were based on
expert Eestimony from such persons as Chief State School Officers, who were
* ' : . ‘ -

in a position to speak for a lar@eqpopulation.

.

4

The manpower cagébgry represented a very different type of study. Manpower
studies involve assessments of supply of personnel in a specified job market
? .

B
compared with present and presumed future demand for services of those pgrsonnel.

Other categories of methodology were analysis of existing data, in which

v . ' [
previously collectéd data were reanalyzed to indicate educatignal needs or

S~

review of existing reports. A final cajfabry was a series of multiple studies. .

.

v
>
1

l’ "
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Limitations of Study ~ . . .
S . e
. ihe study has several limitations--some apparent and some perhaps not.

.

\ Ty 'Qpe obvious one is that tHe sxudyeis highly subjective: ‘Validation of the
"instrument" would thetefore be difficuit.

L)

. . . . .

A.seoohd problem is that the categqxies‘gre not all-inplusive and per- 3
haps are not the.best éelection.' prefully, the gorm will be improved through 1%
. ] .
\ . R

0

’ critique and interaction -among colleagues.

v -3

A third limitatioh is that the design of the form has no conceptual
model to tie it together; it is simply based on a review of available documents.
. e

berﬁaps a more unified model can be developed as relationghips between the

variables become more apparent. , ’

< ~

-

A foéurth éossible problem is that the studies which were analyzed may’qot

have been representative of_tﬁose conducted in the included states. The
3 ! . h

personnel may have misunderstood the AEL communieation or it may not have

- -

been sent to the appropriate persons in the state education’ agencies and other

~ -

organizations. . . : - -

: -_ - . \\ .
In spite of these .limitations, téE{s;ﬁdy reviews a Substantial number of

.
L4 ~ "

. current needs assessment documents, and thé‘results, however provisional, are

~

\

'described'ig the followinyg s§ftion. )

: \

. Presentation of Results
pe : |

N . ¢
N T . . . .

-

-

All 57 studdes were classified as described previously. For some’ .
\/ *

-
.

studies, certhin classifieation categqries were not approp£}gte or did not
* €

éiscriminatg sufficiently to permit coding of items. For)example, the office

, . ~ .

. within the agency which condutted the study was not always discernible by
1 ]

T t\\\\ A ‘} )

the researchers.

/]
- e §
. s ?}‘0 4

5 . . e .
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Erquency of Me\hodo]ogx Usage o . ,

A preliminary concern of the present. study was the frequency with which

R [ ’

-
various methodologies were used to support statements of educational need or
— -

'_of educational goals.

.

s

As' indicated in Table 1, some typg of questionnairep

pu—

ot

was used in more than one-fourth of Bhe studies examined by the AEL research“

> . - .

team,

.

<

. -

M
As described previously, the questionnaire,ranged from a highly

LR
4

-

structured scale with sophisticated'techniques for analysis to simple forms

” ¢ -

" designed to elicit specific information.

tion within the report toncerning the processes for .testing and validating g

guestionnaireS'before they were used to collect data.

- 3
v

Generally, there was little indica-

Iy

[l

Y
~

Some tYpe of testing, either standardized or. criterion referenced, was

. . "

used by less than one-third of the s\udies as a primary methodology.

It is

also of ihterest that about the same number of reports depended:on some form

N -
of criterion referenced, testing or some form of standardized testing. E\

3

.

.

g reports depending heéyiiy‘onothis method.
- 4 . '

“ costly of the wvarious methodologies used in

A

4 .

The fourth favored methodology was analysis of existing data, with seven

»

T

."This method would appear. to be least .

»

original datg collection.

.

7

-

(et Or three studies as indicated in Table 1.

v

o

The other methodologies were found tg\nave"oeen used in either one, two,
.

.

L]

-

.

In light oﬁ“phe vast expenditure

L4

s ) °.
is sbmewhat surprising.

A

[

for educationaf personnei, the fact that so few studies(employ manpower analysis

N

The town meeting procedure might be examined further -

RIC

-

2

as a way of involVing the public in education decision-making.

>
use of public Qpinlon poégs

final 1isting, multlple studies, lS deceiVing, since most of the studies’ examined

—~~
-

.

..

+

by educators migpt\also bear further study.

* The infrequent

The

.t
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y did use a multipliocity of Fesearch methods. Iﬂ/hoat cases, an attempt was *
made to determine the g 1mgrz methon gy, and in,only one- case was that .
,\)\ - " ‘ ) ‘ . (~ . . »‘.'
! t 'SS'b e, ,~"* S « -
ot possibl . N SRR I . o
’ - - e’ i é < ! ; ' ¥ Ve s . e
. . Table 1 | . . - et
L ] ! ~ . ) N . : e 8
R Frequency of AsseSsment Procedures " LV - ' '
. ' ‘e Used as Primary Methodologies - . c . e
. Methodology ' . . Number, .  Perceht "
. Y Lo T, ] ~' /-\ ) ‘ . - ..‘7* ) -
Questionpaire - - . ' v 15 , £26.3 '. ) o
. ~ ) Ty . S L ! 6§¢
\Standardized Testing- | . - . £ 15.8 S T
- N . . . Re . * ' .
Criterion Testing ' . \ i, 8 ., . 14.0~ U
1] ._ - - . , ’ ) . ' L . . « . 3 (.
.o » - .. ke
. Analysis of Existing Data : = 7 12.3
- . N t . T . - i
« 'Review of Existiny Reports - - e 3 v . 0 5.3 cq
. N ot - . Q N R . ' . ; * . »
V. ” . .
. '. Y - L] ’ “e
Publié¢ Opikidn Poll -,
. Delph1 .o .
3
Con er énce Tec . '
ver§ hyq\{e .
1. ,Expert Testimony ; &
’ v ’l
L. . .

Forms Completion : _ ; : . N 4 3 . .
~Interview R . " . . .o . . : "
LI . .‘ .l‘ i / . - . i -
Town Meeting . 7 T . s .

- S ‘
Multiple Studies -. . %
. A i ’/' ) / ) Q . , L4 ‘o
' Comparlson of Methodo] gy with Other\}Study Charactemstms o : .
v\ LN . > :
Table 2 1s the matrlx whlch cbmpares 4%Ea%lass1f1catlon of studleS'agaipst
" the yarlousimethodologles used. By way of 1nte§?retatlon,‘the flrst column of -
+ \ ' a ~ . .
;EBIEFQ’iggzzetes thdt eight studles completed by SEAs' uged standardized té%tlng
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Table 2 (cont'd.)
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as a primary methodgiogy:. The next‘coiumn indicates that six studies completed

v - s
- IS

by SEAs’used some form of criterion referenced test as a primary methodology.

» - . - -
- v

In the fo%lowing_sections, the}various methodologies will be discussed .
- \. '\‘ . * " ~’ R ‘l
accordiﬁg'to each of the classifications listed on the firs{ page of the «
N e . .
, . . ® .
reporting form (Appendix B). Summary generaljzations will be presented follow-
N . . {v . ’

-
3

ing the description of’ results présented in Tgple 2.
« . .(' \\

.Agency coﬁductiggﬁsthdy. Apcording to the data Presented in Table 2, a

N

< ° -
'federal agency had completed only one of the studies, aHd used analysis of

existing data as the primary methodologi. Three regional agencies, which were
-~ I3 -

LEN

regional laboratories, had completéd lf of the studies. They had use® question-
' 2

‘

naires for seven of them, aéalysis of existing data for three, a convergence
1]

. ¢ . ) -

? , Fd

‘. . : ’
. technique, expert testimony, and review of existing reports for two each, and

-

a manpower study'for one needs sensing activity. The state education ageﬁcies

’

-

‘were more dependent on standardized testihg, criterion referenced testing, and
. ) . t

questionnaires than any other methodologies. Private agencies, such as ETS,

.

- » v

tended to use more of a variety.of different metHodologies than did either
P Al ‘ o

N L 2
the SEAs or regional laboratories. . . - & o~
[} ' L
-  Office which prepared the study. A majority of the g;udies appeared to

have been conducted by bureaus of research planhing and/or evaluation w1thin

.

the various agencies. These bureaus or divisions tended to use standardized

- ' — .
testing and questionnaire analysis as their primary methodolqgies. -

- -

The two ‘uses of expert testimony as a research methodology were by

administrative divisions within the organization, rather than by the research

»

/r

. - Lot .
_not vary substantially from ®he research and evaluatiodn divisions in their

use of varying methodologies." T ’ X

- Bk
3529 e. As one might expect, more studies seemed to B\7deSigned to deter-

*

mine status than for other purposes listed in Table 2. ‘The methodologies for °

and evaluation divisions. The programmatic divisionS4within the aéeﬁcies dia #

*

¥

—_
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testing, and questionnaire adminiétration, although a few stud%eS'Employed; .
analysis of existing data,<nan§o'er analy51s, and revi7ﬁ'-~ézisting reports:

ks

When opinion sampling waeqfhe pugrpose, a questlonnalre meéhodology was usually§

.

sions when oplklon Settlng tended to be the purpose , the

- . 0

! dies were e1ther convergence technlque or expért testimony, *
N ° . . R

selected. On\oc
_ selected metho

aXthough the Del
J - e

CRRY ¢

- -

]

. )
one obcaéiqn éa L

«

i technique, town meeting,. and questionnhire were used on
i ' i A

|

i

l

On those. feﬁ o¢ca51ons where program emphas1s seemed té be Ehe _purpose, )
- v ‘/\ 4
analys1s of exlstlng data, questlonnalre development, and standardlzed testing

. f were the selecte% methodologlesg If the purPOSe was to support proposals under

i .
) [‘ Il .
|

development, the studles tended to employ questlonnalre adﬁlnlstratlon, expert
[N . \ ‘ N *

testimony, or rev1ew of exlstlng reports as primary methodologles.

N | . R - s

) Length of r;pgrt. Generally, the research team felt that brief reports'

' N
l
\ L

were aimed more at the general pub}lc, whlle more lengthz reporff/;ere designed
for specialized audlences. As the criteria were applled durlng the analy51s,
' [ .
the briefer reporte-tended t;’use°as primary methodologres.questionnaire
] develognent and expert testlmony. Slightly longer resbxjs used cnrriculum ‘

specific testing, questionnaires, and review of existing reports as primary

~

.methodologies:.” The more lengthy reports tended to employ standardized testing,
¢
|-
-~ . . ae b . A .
) questlonnggre administration, criterion referenced testing, and, to a lesser .

extent, menpower‘an iysis and analysis of existing data as primary methodologies.
. - : ’ )
.o ) > . g . . - .
Coverage. Th ﬁfew reports which were local in nature either ‘used ¢riterion
. g e
referenced testing or questionnaire development.. The:state-level reports used

i . N ‘.

. . '
standardized testiné, criterion referenced\testing/ and ngstionnaire develop-

~

. . “ I A .
ment as primary methodologies, dﬁ;le a few reports also used manpower analysis,
analysis of exiéting data, and An assortment, of other methodologies. The

- ' : : . =

Yo | ' 18 ' ‘ )
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region-level reports ééndgd to use questionnaire development, and some also
. . . FoN
used analysis of existing data, convérifnce techniques, expert testimony, aﬁ%

-

.

review of existing reéports. The national-level reports used Questiorhaireg,

interviews, publiéjopinion}golls, and anéiysig-of eg}siing data. ' -

»

s ’ ..
As for content eoverage, the reports teqded to either be fé%%%pecified

'
(2 .

subiect areas or open, regarding the referent of the study. Those épecific

P

Il . z ' .
subject areas tended to use standardizgd or criterion referenced testing,
s »’l‘\‘
while those which were open, tended to use questionnaire administration as a
) , N

2

primary methodology. . . . .
’ / ' 3 .
There was a fairly good distf&bution of }eports across the different age
- ; A

» ! '

and grade levels, although only one study was of preschool education needs,

)

L
and it used an analysis of existing data methodology. The stud%es of ele-

°
S

mentary and secondary education reeds tended to use standardized testing,

1
1

criterion referenced testing, and questionnaire dévelopment as primary method-
) " ’ N * ' - ’ ’ -
oldgies, while theé studies which were open reggarding age and grade level teﬁged
13

to use questionnaire developmeni and analysié of existing data, along with

.
v .

other methodolagies to a lesser extent.
> ~ .

.
-

Intended user of information. Very few of the studies'were intended for

* = s »
~ * > .

the general public, and those that were tended to depend on a variety of

.

methodolegies, including questionnaire administration, criterion referenced

3
. .

testing, public opinion polls, Delphi approgéhes, analysis of existing déta,’

and multiple studies. A wige'majority of the studies were rate&fﬁs intended

£or all profess}qpal edypcators, and thqse tended to use ques;ionhaire develop-

mént, standardized testing, criterion referenced testing, and analysis of
~ . - v '

existing data as primary methodologies. The repérts intended for SEA personnel

. ] v L;‘f‘
: L as o . . R G- : .
‘were dependent more on standardized testing and criterion %b%erenced testing

< L F A
than on other methodologies, and those intended for state boards of education

‘

were usually dependent ‘on standaydized testing. ’ -

19

*
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.., « Reports inténded for use, by regional laboratories primarily iqpluded .
" " . Y
. questiségairegdevelopment and gxpert testimony methodologies. .

D
” ; : f
\ ','{; . Y.

I t .
‘o . [N i ~ > * ! ! ?
h e Genera]gzﬁ‘ions T L v : e

;;~' The data of Table 2 tended to group rather nicely, and no striking suF< . v

PR ¥ .
:

\73

"

‘°~3 .- .
e prises were found. -However, several generalizatiLns can be drawn from the

- ~ - .
v t.

data analysis. E}rst,‘questionnaire developmgnt and administration was the

A4 ;Y
- primary methodology used by most agencies. There was also a nunmber .of reports N
A \ . - -,
‘ ’ .which used some form of fgsting as a primary methodology. .

.
A

More of the studies collected happened to be prebared by state education
t
_ ag ies, and_moét of the .needs sensing;activities are apparently being com-

pleted by bszeaus or divisions of research, planning and/or en%luation than

- .

* K] . . ’ * ! I v . . .
by central administration or other programmatic divisions. The research,

. . N ' - - ‘ L
planning and evaluation divisiors' also tended to” use testing .and questionnaire

development as primary methodologies. ' s,

-

i}
‘e

The purpose for most of the studies appeared to be status determination,

and, these more frequently use tests and questionnaires as opposed;to other

-
-

methodologies. "There was also some opinion sd@mpling through use of questionnaires.

- ’

- . . \

| Most studies designed to assess needs ip specific subject areas used some

form of testing, while those which were rated as "open" regarding Subject or -

o

other topic of concern, tended to use questionnaires or interactive types of

‘methodologieés. N ’

. ‘ )
Most studies tended to be done for,6elementary and secondary grade level
’ - . ~ .
» . . - ’
Q‘ children, and-were designed for 'use by all professional eduoators.‘

. 5 v i - . .

.
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e AEL research team has(several recommepdations concerning use of the

\ .

informatioh contained in this report: o jN -

1.

N activitied.

\ " Recommendations . oo .

. ’ , ) ' ¢ :

e
e

g

Y ‘
i

Those who are planning needs sensing-activities at all levels
mlght well examlne the types.of methodolqgles used for dif-
ferent purposes by thelr tolleagues.°

<t .. ‘@ - .
If most educatlonal lanners are using some form of’ questlon—
naire to collect data, there may’well bé'a sound reason, which
might* be’ considered by those blanning their owr! needs sensing -
On the gther hand, the research specialists
might look,at 'those methodologles not frequently ‘eed and -

-

" examine the few cases. in whichs they were applied or” ¥

txample, it would-appear that‘some‘ﬁorm of publlc opinion

-poll would be more likely to produce  desired redults for . ! -

those wishing to sample opinion than would complete dependence
on questionnaires, but that contrast is-.beyond the confines
of. the present study and depends on £arther analysis of
methodologles. " . }/‘ .

Those respon51ble for tralnlng educational researchers should’
encourage~exam1natlon of Var%ous mgthodological techniques. *
. ’
'Questlonnalres may be simple ta désign, and da;a from theéem
are probably easier to analyze; however, educatlona lanners
should be familiar with the use of other methodolog es so
they can apply them in appropraate situations. Perhaps A
matrig which contrasts various: methodelogles with possible
uses “would be helpfqu@QS practh;ng educatlonal planners.
A

*
o “ L]
3

Cons1derat10n of -the watious styles og repottiqg used to
communicate .the results is another 1mpqrtantfarea of
1nuestlgatlon. . . © , )

a

«

Perhaps*informal word-of-mouth or ‘gt
formal reports, better enhance the support of 1mportant educa- °
tional decisions. Presumably, some types of reporting are

more effective when decisions by. large groups are ‘required, !
such ds by all 1nstructlonal personnel of. & state,‘than when

the decision is to be made by a smaller group, such as'g - """
state board of educatlon.' The reporting style .and possibly

the selected methodology" should be related to the intended

£ memoranda rather "than

. ,;audience, but additional study is rieeded to guide the 'selec-

tion of the communication,strategy. Q : . .
< - N ' '9 . e
Th% approach used in “this study should be fdhther reflned and
standardlzed =Te] that we who are 1nvolved ’in needs sens1ng
act1v1t1és can cdntinue to compare purposes, methodologles, 4
and” resultlng studies and contlnue to improve our .products.
Sow g

.t .+ - . . ' A N
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A L ‘ , o
. Addltlonal claSS1f1cat10ns should be cons1dered, "“and other .
methodologles ‘should Be added to the list. . For example, e :
one, criterion t approached in. this study was the cost ?
of the study. Pres 1y, the cost of standardlzed testing

of large numbefs of children is greater ‘than -is completion
of a few dnterviews,:but then, 1hterv1ews agk more expen51§%-

* when an €qual number bfinterviews and group ‘tests are .com—

.

» processes described: in thrs report. .

No attempt was made in this, study to tracéydecisions whi

‘ pleted. The question is one of expected costs compared with -
benefits received for Var;ous purposes, ali of which suggests fi_
a complex studyﬂ. T . ' .. '
. ) b »

Other, educatlonal researchers should use the classification -

v
o - ~

The study heréiereportegj”’f?i‘ntended as a beginning in the
area of .general ;é“\'onland class1f1catlon. 1f

found to have merit by ¢bl1&¥%ues, the study could Be expanded
into a general classification procedure useful to mu1t1p1e~ > .

,audiences. The validation of the procedure w1ll .require ratlng . P
of additienal raports by addltlonal researchers. B}
- I _ .

This* research should be” expanded to  determine the effect of
needs sensing act1v1t1es on those who make 1mportant educational
“decisiéns, - , .

- . 7

\ N ' .

were ot
based on the data, butvmost professionals agree that the Julti-
mate purpose of collecting the data is to make- poss1b1e effec—. -
tiyve educational dec1s1ons. . Perhaps some methodologles, or

some classifications of studies, are more frequently used for -
educational decision making, While others tend to be filed
away or used’only for furthef~1n}eractlon a@Png those who

. conduct the studies. ‘ 3 . -

.
.
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’ Sample Letter
& . s
September 24, 1976- T . AppaIaChla :
' : .. =» . Educational
., , . PRI
/ , . - Laboratory
" Dr. Richard K. McKay ) ) R ' N
Adsistant State Superintendent o -’ - T ) :
_ Division-of Research, Evaluation, and , ’ T .
Information Systems . ® ’
' Maryland State Department of Education
P. O. Box 8717, Baltxmore-Washmton 0 -
International Airport . . : :
Baltimore, Maryland 21240 . . . . MR

] .
Dear Dick: ‘ b . ,
Durmg the past two or three years, many of the state educatlon agencies
have completed studies of "educational needs. 1In particular,. studzes«may have
been conducted in conjunction with State ESEA Title I programs, w1thwthe
Emergency School Assistant Act (ESAA)" funding, and with certain vocational
education programs. : . ‘
gEL ff has completed numerous needs assessments of the Region during
the past years. This year, rather than attempt the collection of large
quantzt:.es of otriginal data, we are trying to develop a composite of already
prepared needs studzes from the states in.and around, the Region. _

-
aq «

If studies of gducational needs have recently been completed by the
Maryland State Department of Education, we would appreciate receiving copies
so they can bggtudied and compared with similar studies from the states. .
If the compari is successful, we will, of course, make copies of the com-
posite available to'you and your staff.

anks for your cooperation in our effort to continue monitoring the
educagtional needs of our Region.

- ¢ -
-
Sincerely yours, !
3 . - -~ N ¢
) ~ Charles L. Bertram
. , 3 ‘. ) Associate Director for Planning
= o ~and Evaluation Services . o
cc: Frederick Brown h e ‘
Y [ ¢ - ] - (v -
o . , ! R <
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc. - b ) o
1031 Quarrier Street/P.O. Box 1348 « Charleston, West Virginia 25325, s; 04) 344~8371 . #
) An Aftirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer — ».. AT
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List of States :
Aldbama North Carolina
: Florida . . Ohio
Georgia . ' : Pennsylvania ‘
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Kentucky . :

Magylind‘\ ) S,

. Mississippi -

New‘York . S

South par%lina'
Tennessee
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) Summan

CLB/PBS:AEL:10/28/77

L SN 4 N N
3, B _{ o Nt
. : 4 ’ 27
‘. < ’ b | - i ¢ arty
< Flassification of Stg;q, Regional, Local, and National .
‘ ) . Needs Studies and Related Activities .
. i‘ - . L P ‘
Title of Report . . .
Agency/State ~f° - ' . Date,of Report I.D. No.
\ . / @ . {
o0
T _I.. Classification of Studies
/”) . j ..
‘A. Agency Conducfing Study . E. Coverage - (
<
l. Federal , 1. Geographical
- ‘flg Regiona ; a. local R
g 3. SEA / . b. state

4. Privati —

5. State Ehuc. Assoc.

. ’

F. Intended:User of Information

c. regional
[}

d. » national

Content “

a. ;ubject area

b. educationa? res:, org.
c. open

Age of Referent

a. éreschool

b. elementary

c. . secondary -

d. adult =

e. open

B. Office Wiich, Prepared Study . 2.
B , 1. Buréau of{gesearch, Plan- .
..ning and(ér‘Evaluation
. % . Public Information Division
- . > R . — N
3. ~Programmatic Diyision . .
3.
4. Administrative Division
] ' ¢. Purpo o !
P < urpose ‘ .
\ 1. Opinion setting
e = .. . . ) .
2. Opinion sampling .
¢ rd
. 3. - Statds determination _ .
) 4. Program emphgsfs S ‘ -
5. " Support of proposals _
. , .1,
D. Length of Report (pageé)' b ]
’ -~ N . 2.
. 1. 1 -5 ~ ) )
- . . 3.
2.. 6 -15 . )
L] ' 4-
3..16 - 50 T i
. " R [ . . 5
s 4. 50 + ’ ‘ <
[ 7. . ’ j 6
-t (e ; ‘ % . A T *
Q = a } . 32

-

General public -

All professional educators

- L]

SEA personnel . .

of

Board of Education

Regional Laboratories

Federal Goveriiment .
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) . II. Assbssment Procedures Used in Studies - :
, . " S .
Testing- — * .
1. Standardized- i .

-

.
\ R

2. Curriculum Speg&&ic, Objective Réferenéed, or Criterion Referenced/

3.

Survey or Report Completion

<

-~

/7

¢

¢

1.

..

Forms Completion (like LEA to SEA)

Questionnaire

Interview

1

S. '"wan Meeting" -

Al

6. Delphi =~ )
7. Convergence Technique

) . ?
Expert Testimony ’
. i
- 4

" 4, Public OQinion-Poll

Manégyer Study '

Ané}ysis of Existing Data

.

Review~of Existing heports

Multiple Studies
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